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WHY ACCOUNTABILITY? 
Marvin J. Christensen 
Director of Accountability 
Iowa City Community School District 
Iowa City, Iowa 52240 
There is growing clamor from all sectors of 
the public to 11 make schools accountable 11 for 
the results of their educational programs. 
This emphasis comes from governmental agencies 
A at all levels. Federal funding agencies have •,w long required that proposals for grants must 
include specification of the means by which 
the effect of the planned program can be 
measured. The president of the United States 
has said: 
"School administrators and school teachers 
alike are responsible for their perfor-
mance, and it is in their interest as well 
as in the interests of their students 
that they be held accountable. Success 
should be measured not by some fixed 
national norm, but rather by the results 
achieved in relation to the actual situa-
tion of the particular school and the 
. particular set of pupils" (R. M. Nixon) 
Several states have mandated educational 
accountability through legislation. Many 
others, including Iowa, are at various stages 
of developing legislation which will require 
accountability. It is not unreasonable to 
assume that during the 70's, educational 
institutions at all levels will be called upon 
to demonstrate that they are in fact account-
able for that whfoh they claim to do. 
The mellbers of the Legislative School System 
and Standards C011111ittee authorized by the 
64th General Assembly in Iowa has proposed 
the following addition to Chapter 257.25 of 
the Iowa Code: 
"The board of directors of each public 
school district and the authorities in 
charge of each non public school district 
shall: (a) Determine major educational 
needs and rank them in priority order; 
(b) Develop long range plans to meet such 
needs; (c) Establish and implement contin-
uous, evaluated year by year, short range 
plans to attain the desired levels of 
pupil achievement; (d) Maintain a record 
of progress under the plan; and (e} Make 
such reports of progress as the superi n-
tendent of public instruction shall 
require. 11 (IASB Update, August 18, 1972) 
While it is not apparent that this provision 
will become a part of ·state law during the 
current legislative session, it is relatively 
certain that it will eventually be included. 
Accountability is likely to become legisla-
tively mandated in Iowa. 
The board of directors of the Iowa City Commun-
ity Schools has taken the initial step in 
developing an accountability system. With the 
establishment of an administrative position, 
an Instructional Resource Team (IRT), and 
clear endorsement of an 11 Accountab1l ity Plan" 
there is little doubt of the commitment that 
has been made. We are fortunate t6 be ahead 
of the majority of school districts in this 
respect. Our local plans and procedures could 
well become a model for developing state-wide 
accountability systems. We are clearly in the 
position to become generative rather than 
responsive to the demand to become accountable. 
An Accountability Model 
The core of any system of educational account-
ability which measures results in relation to 
actual situations and particular sets of pupils 
is an instructional program which is 
"goal -ori ented" and an evaluation sys t em 
which is "perfonnance-based." There are 
many reasons why schools need goals. Hostrop 
(1973) has l i sted six main reasons which indi-
cate that goals mu st be adopted to facilitate 
pol i cy mak i ng. decision maki ng, and planni ng 
and evaluation . Perfonnanc~-based evaluati on 
systems...can facilitate the accomplishment of 
personal ized learning for each chi ld . In 
order t o evaluate programs and st udent progress 
on a perfonnance bas i s, i t is necessary to 
establish i nstruct ional objectives wh i ch 
define the content and procedures for i nstruc-
t ional programs. 
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The overall scheme of an accountability system -
must have several components. Goals and objec-
tives must be identified and established in 
order to develop any accountability system. 
Goals by their very nature should be broad in 
scope and aspirat ional in na t ure. It is usually 
imposs i bl e to detennine the extent to which 
goals are ach ieved through a direct eval uation 
process. Once goals are established. they shoul d 
be rel atively stable. not subject to revolu-
tionary change. Goals are usually given to many 
di ffe rent i nterpretations and almost always 
subject to controversy . In spite of these facts, 
any system of accountability must begin with a 
set of goals which have been accepted by the 
conrnunity. Once these broad goals are estab-
lished. program sub-goals which are subject 
matter specific can be generated . These sub-
goals. like t he broad educational goals. should 
be relatively stable and not subject to drastic 
modification . These sub-goals should span the 
entire spectrum of responsibility, but should 
be specifically written for one subject matter 
discipline. The sub-goals are related to one 
or more of the broad goals. 
In order t o reduce the broad educational goals 
and the program sub-goals to the state where 
they can be implemented in the classroom. it 
is necessary to write objectives at two levels. A 
These objectives should be stated in measurable, w 
behavioral {or perfonnance) tenns. The most 
logical system would be to develop general 
objectives appropriate for each grade level in 
each subj ect matter . From these general 
objectives . specific learning activity objec-
tives can be generated. These last objectives 
would descri be t he activities which · take place 
withi n the classroom. It i s on the basis of 
these objectives that student progress can be 
evaluated and monitored. Program evaluation 
is made possible through the general obj ect ives 
which have been generated by grade level for 
each subject matter area. 
The activity objectives are structured so that 
they are related to the general objectives. 
By accomplishing sets of activity objectives • 
the pupil should move toward the accomplishment 
of the general objecti ve. If the general 
objectives are related to the program sub-goals, 
it should then be possibl e to infer the accom-
plishment of the broad educational goal by 
direct measurement of the accomplishment of 
t he general objecti ves. Thi s scheme should 
make it possible to eval uate programs and 
monitor student progress simul taneously. 
There should be enough fl exi biltty buil t into 
the grade level objectives to allow for program 
variation. The learning act ivity objectives 
'9must be flexible enough to allow for the great 
variation between pupils. No set of objectives 
should "lock" a program into a rigid format. 
No set of objectives should restrict the 
creativity of a talented teacher who can re-
spond to "the twinkle in a student's eye." 
Implementing the Accountability Model 
There appears to be two distinctly different 
methods for generating and establishing broad 
educational goals. One method, utilizing the 
"Delphi Technique," allows for the open-ended 
construction of goals. In spite of the 
appeal i nherent in this approach, there are 
several difficulties. The procedure used to 
reach consensus is iterative and if a truly 
representative and diverse group is called 
to write the goals, closure on an agreed 
upon set of goals may be difficult to achieve. 
The whole process can be very time consuming 
and quite frustrating for the participants. 
One other disadvantage of this method is that 
involvement of a large number of individuals 
in the goal establishment process is 
di fficu l t if not imposs i ble. 
The second method makes use of an established 
set of goal s. The pa rti cipants are asked to 
rank the goals according to perceived impor-
tance rather than to generate their own goal 
statements . Although thi s process has the 
appearance of "forcing" goals on the pc::rtici-
pants, if the goals are carefully chosen, no 
great negative reaction need occur. Care 
must be exercised to insure that the list of 
goals to be ranked is not excessively long. 
There are numerous techniques for accomp-
lishing the ranking, ranging from responding 
to a questionnaire format to participating 
in a group exercise using a "game type" 
format. Starting with a fixed set of goals 
makes it possi ble to involve a large number 
of participants and if the ranking technique 
is properly designed data is both quickly 
available and readily interpreted. 
In establishi ng educational goals for the 
Iowa City Conmunity Schools, we have used 
the "fixed set of goals" method. The pro-
cedure followed was modeled after the program 
developed by Dr. Keith Rose in California. 
In this method, the participants were first 
asked to rate t he goals on a scale from 
l to 5, l being a goal held to be least 
important . 5 bei ng a goal held to be most 
important. In the ranking procedure. each 
participant was given a limited number of - . 
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tokens wi th which to rank the goals . They were 
forced to discriminate ca refully in ran king the 
goal s. Once the individual ranking was completed, 
each parti cipant was assigned to a group of four 
persons. In t hese smal l groups, they were 
instructed to "reach consensus" on a ranking of 
the goals whi ch would be accepted by .the group. 
This group consensus was then averaged in with 
the results from the other small groups to 
provide a rank ordering of the goals representa-
t i ve of the total group of participants. Most 
of the participants found the small group inter-
action to be both enjoyable and rewarding. 
In a subsequent meeting, the participants were 
asked to respond to a questionnaire in which 
they were asked to evaluate current programs 
relative to the goals. They were told to answer 
two questions. 
(1) How effective are current programs in 
achieving these goals? 
(2) To what extent are the schools responsible 
for achieving these goals? 
With information concerning ranking in order of 
importance, effectiveness of current programs, 
and extent of school responsibil i ty for each 
goal , t he bas i s for establishi ng priorities is 
assembled. Program evaluation and program 
development can be guided by the information 
gathered in the goal ranking process. 
It is the clear responsibility of the profess-
ional educators, skilled in teaching methods 
and subject matter, to develop the program sub-
goals, general course or grade level objectives, 
and learning activity objectives. There is 
opportunity for involvement of lay or parent 
advisory committees to serve in a consulting 
role, but the responsibility resides with the 
educators. If the instructional programs are 
to bring students to the achievement of goals, 
then performance based evaluati on is essentia l. 
It is very unlikely that highly trained, creative 
and skilled teachers will readily accept the 
use of a set of objectives imposed upon them. 
For this reason, it is important that there be 
widespread involvement of a large number of 
classroom teachers in the development of 
instructional objectives. Consensus should be 
reached on the program sub-goals and the 
general course or grade level objectives. 
Each teacher should be encouraged to uniquely 
develop learning acti vity objectives that will 
allow his or her pupils to achi eve the general 
object ives . 
In order to implement this part of the account-
ability model , t here is an obvious need for 
coordinati on. Many teachers will need in-
service to devel op t he skil ls necessary to 
write perforrnancf- based, behavioral obj ect ives. 
Many teachers wi 11 require in-service to 
accept t he notion t hat such objectives are 
desirable and poss ible to write. In Iowa City , 
we have assembled an interdi scipl i nary 
Inst ructi onal Resource Team (IRT) having 
primary responsibility for such coordination 
activity. The members of th i s team represent 
a wide range of subject matter backg rounds and 
a hi gh level of teaching competence . Thei r 
inmediate t ask is to develop with i n the teachi ng 
staff the necessary ski l ls to develop prog rams 
whi ch are accountable. They will work closel y 
wi t h the teachers i n assesssing current programs 
and implement ing program modifi cations as they 
are deemed necessary. At f irst their efforts 
will be directed along subject matte r l ines, 
buf;' :eventually the goa l i s to el iminat e these 
arti f i ci al and bothersome divisions and work 
toward a unified program t hat is truly inter-
discipl inary. 
We have only begun the process of becoming 
accoun t ab le. There is much work yet to be 
accompl i shed . It is not clear at this t ime 
just how long it will take t o es tab l ish a 
goal-oriented , performance-based instructional 
program in the Iowa City Cormnuni ty Schools. 
The greatest unknown vari able appears to be 
the extent to which the educators, teachers 
and adminis t rators alike, wi l l be willing to 
accep t t he demand t o become accountable. 
SECONDARY SC IEN CE TEACHER EDUCATION: WHERE WE 
ARE GOI NG AT THE UNIVERSITY OF IOWA 
Robert E. Yager, Coordinato r 
Science Education Center 
Un i versity of Iowa 
Iowa Ci ty, Iowa 52242 
In September of 1970 a grant was awa rded by the 
Nati onal Science Foundation to the Science 
Educat ion Center at the Univers i ty of Iowa for 
t he devel opment of pre-service programs for 
teachers of secondary school science. The 
prog ram was cal led Iowa-UPSTEP. (Undergrad-
uat e Pre-Service Teacher Education Program). 
The rationale for this program and a report 
of i t s progress is a response t o "Where We Are 
Goi ng" at t he Uni versity of Iowa. This also 
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represents our analysis of the probl ems of 
·teacher educati on for the eighties and our 
plans for meeting these chal lenges. 
Iowa-UPSTEP was concei ved with t he i dea that 
a new ki nd of sci ence teacher i s needed . Too 
many persons were persons who aspired f i rst for 
medi ci ne, engi neeri ng, or some other rel ated 
vocati on . The st aff at Iowa was concerned that 
too few secondary teachers acti vely rec rui t some 
of their best students for thei r own profession . 
Instead teachers are more concerned and inter-
ested in recruitment for medicine, engi neeri ng, 
and similar professions. 
An important part of Iowa -UPSTEP is recruit-
ment in t he high schools of Iowa (and t he 
Midwest generally} . Secondary Student Trai ning 
Programs (SSTP) are avail ab le for several 
hundred sophomore and junior high school 
students for a six week period dur i ng the 
sunmer. Ultimately most of the UPSTEP parti ci-
pant s wi ll have been i nvolved with us f i rst 
as parti ci pant s i n one of our Iowa-SSTP Prog rams 
prior to sel ect i on. Iowa- UP STEP parti cipant s 
and all SSTP students are outstandi ng high school 
students--ful ly capable of mak ing any vocational 
cho ice. Th irty students are identifi ed as 
UPSTEP st udents pr ior to enro ll ment as f reshmen A 
studen t s at the University each fall. They are W 
visi ted in their high schools. Hopefully, all 
will , have been on the campus fo r a full summer 
prior to enrollment as full-time freshmen 
students as SSTP partici pants. If they were 
not SSTP st udents, t hey are invited to spend 
several days on the campus fol lowing hi gh school 
graduation and pri or t o en rol lment as f reshmen 
in the fall. As UPSTEP partici pants, t he 
students are t reated as members of an Honors 
group for indeed t hey are Honors students. 
The f i rst phase of t he Iowa-UPSTEP program 
provides an opportunity for the part i cipant s 
t o meet and interact wi th some of the most 
prominent scientis t s at t he Uni versi ty of Iowa . 
Weekly seminars are conducted whi ch add to 
the student experience with various areas of 
science and various sc ientists. Such i nter-
action, with persons recognized as leaders 
in their fields, i s a unique experience fo r 
f reshmen students at t he Uni versity. The 
Iowa-UPSTEP partici pant s are inv i ted t o visit 
research l aboratories, partici pate in f ie ld 
excursi ons, and conduct i ndivi dual inves ti -
gati ons i n the several areas of science. 
The second phase of year one of the Iowa-UPSTEP 
program emphasizes problems i n conmunicati ng 
sci ence and an analysis of the conmunicative 
